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PER CURI AM

Charl es W Anderson appeal s the district court’s orders grant-
ing Defendants’ notions to dismss and notions for summary judg-
ment. W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opin-
ions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the

reasoning of the district court. See Anderson v. Daley, No. CA-00-

109-A (E.D. Va. Apr. 12, 2000; Apr. 26, 2000; My 24, 2000; June
13, 2000; June 27, 2000)." We dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

" Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, it is the date that the judgnment or order was entered on
t he docket sheet that we take as the effective date of the district
court’s orders. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th
Cir. 1986).




